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Chap, ter 41G...uide ,to Impact Analyses and Description of Land Use Assumptions

li~lythat .]~uad use impacts would extend beyond the reservoir ske itselL The actual areas and
’had uses that would be affected depend on the sitiaN design, and operation of ~e reservoir.
This irfformation will be developed ia subsequent project-speci/ic en’drom-nental documems.

TSe following sites were investigated as examples for preliminaryt,~d use change analysis in
this document:

, ¯ Sites/Cohsa and Thorn~-Ne,~-cilh Pcservoir skes were selected to represent sudace water
storage on Sacramento l~ver tributaries. Assuming a storage capacity of 3 IvlAF, the
potential b.nd affected by a new reservoir could range from i6,700 acres
(Thomes-Newv~le) to 29,600 acres (Sites/Colusa). This razge is haduded in the Sacramento
River iL~olon in Table 4-3.

* The Montgomeryt~servoir site was the representative example for sudace water storage
on S.an Joaquia River tributaries. Assuming a storage capadty of 500 thousand acre-feet
(TAF), the land that would be affected by a new reservoir at this ske yeas estimated at 8,050
acres. This value is included in the San Joaquia River l~gioa ia Table 4-3.

¯Grotmdwater storage was es~ated at 1,500 acres in both the Sacramento River and San
Joaquin River IL-gions. These values are included in tlae respective regioml areas in
Table 4- 3.

aqueduct option. Assuming a stor~e opacity of 1 MAF, the potential hnd affected by
eahxghg ~e exL~iag reservoir was estimated at~,~0 ac~ Ths" v~ue is h~chded in the
San Joaquin Pdver gegicax in Table 4-3.    ~ ~’.

¯Victoria, Bacon, Holla~d, a~d Woodward Islands vcere the example sites foc tlae in-Delta
storage. The sites occupy an area of 18,000-I9,500 acres. These values are hacluded in the
Ddta Region in Table 4-3.

4,3.5 CONVE YAN CE

T~e estimated amounts of kaxd area (.�ot example, agriculture, and fish .and wildl~e habkai) that
would be a~ected by conveyance features are sl~own ~ Table 4-3.

Table 4-3. Estimates of Land Area ~ffocted
Storage and Conveyance (in acres)

SACRAMENTO SAN JOAQUIN ALL
DELTA REGION RIVER REGION RIVER REGION REGIONS

ALTERNA’I’IVE STORAGE~ CONVEYANCE STORAGE~ STORAGE~ TOTAL

PPA~ 0-15,000 100-4,500 0-32,0(]0 0 to16,500 100-6B,100
¯ 1 0=~ 5,000 100-400 0-32,000 0 to1~,600 100-64,000
2 0-15,000 4,0~0-4,500 0-32,000 0 to16;600 4,000-68, t00

3 0-15,000 4,5t30-6,000 0-32,000 0 tO16,600 4,500-69 600
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,Chapter 5. Ph~,sical Environment 5.~ Water Quality’

s atisf’md largely by increased south Delta pumping during August through March in mar-normal
and wet years, and December ~a’ough Februaryin dry and critical years.

The following elements of ~e No Action Akemative are particularly pertinent to water quality:.

¯ Water storage and conveyance facil£ties currently under constructior~ would beUnder the No Action
. completed. These facilities include the Eastside Reservoir and Inland Feeder, interimAlternaUve, water
reoperafion of Folsom Reservoir; levee restoration £ong selected reaches of thestorage and convey-
Sacramento t~ver, its tributaries, and flood bypasses; andStone Lakes NWIL,        ance facilit|e~ current-

ly under constru~on
Wastewater and water treatment facilities would be expanded to meet the needs of    would be completed.
growing populations.                                                  ’ ....

¯ Treatment levels would remain at cun~nt levels, increase if source water becomes
more degraded, or improve in response to new regulations.

Other operations and factors that would affect Bay.Delta channel and export water quality
conditions include hydrologic and enviror, mental conditions in the watersheds, population and
land use, the quality of point and nonpoint so,,m:e discharges, upstream reservoir releases and
diversions, Delta outflox~s and sea-water intrusion, the provisions of the CVPIA aad Bay-Deka
Accord, and compliance wi. "th the State and Regional Water Quality Control Boards’ B~sln Phns
and the State Board and Delta Water Quality Comrol Pla~ standards. Fmn~ cb.~ges in the Bay-
Delta Accord, flow. ~quirements, water quality standards, and water rights decisiom could
impose additional regulatory controls over SWP and CVP operatlom and Delta inflows
controlled by upstream use~. ~ges in such regulatory contxols could result in
proportionately larger effects on w=ter quality during dry and critically dry’water-)ear types.

¯ Tables 5.3.3a and 5.3.3b..showpredicted ch~m~es in sali~fiwthat would oc~tr in the Delta under
.th~ No Action Ntemaiv~ con~ared to e:fis~g con@ions, %ble 5.33_ashow~ ~ge changes
over a ~ong period tl~.~t includes a h~ range of h~h-ologic_..c.0.ndidons (we~, norn~l, dry. ~nd
cri6o~tly d~ ~ars). Tables 5.3Jb. sho~ ¢l_~_~gcs for dn,; ~nd c~ticalb~dn." ~,va~ only: positive
values in the table.~, i.n_d~c~e an increase in salini .ty rehtive m the e~fi~_co~.dkior~ ne~a~ve

, values indicate a decrease.

Separate pred{ctiom are. ~hown fq.rWaterM.anagement Criteria A and B. ",.~k~cio~,. B as~me~

For eaclx crk.e_for,, changes are s!~own for .average monthly values i~!,~d ~OS,,tlle month during

Tables 5.3-3a and 5.3-3b ~Action Al,eraafive is projected to result in s(-~es_~_-_s_-~ ~ ~ ~..
~t~thro~out the reka Region when compared to modeled
conditions. For examp~Ie, during the long- mrm hydrologic sequeace at Cr-FB, the azmuat average
salinity is projected to increase by 10-40 !m,.hos/cm (2-8%), and the mean morithly salinity for
December is projected to increase by about 40-70 ~zmhos/cm (4,8%). (A ~,ei-cer,~agc change
between +10 ~ ~ is considered within the rrargin of error of the model analysis
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Chapter 5. Physical Environment 5.3 W. ate,r Quali~

B, respectively. These concentrations represent ~ 48% and 52% drop, respectively, in bromide
compared to Alternative 1.

Concentratiom of bromide at CCFB under Akernative 3 would be roughly equivalent to
concentrations of bromide in the Sacramento River, assuming very lktle mixing of Sacramento
River water wkh Deka water near the forebay. Bromide concentrations in the Sacramento River
are negligible.

5.3.9 PROGRAM ALTERNATIVES
COMPARED TO EXISTING
CONDITIONS

5.3.9.1 PREFERRED PROGRAM ALTERNATIVE

~ programmatic analysis found that "dae potenti~y ~nefic~ and adverse impacts from
implementing any of the Program alternatives when compared to existing con~t[ons were
generally the same impacts as those iden~ied in Sections 5.3.7 and 5.3,8, which compares the
Program altematlves to the No Action Alternative, Addltiomlly, the comt~on of the Program
alternatives to exist.bag conditions did not identify my addltiom! potentially sigr~caat
envimnmentalconsequences that were not identified in the comparison of Program alternatives
to the No Action Akermtive.

Table 5.3-8a summaries the results of model simuhdons of average annual s~-ity (expressed
as EQ throughout the Delta for the Preferred Program Alternative compared to existing
conditions. Table 5.3-8b summarizes the results of model simulations of average annual EC
during dry and critical years throughout the Delta for the Preferred Program Alternative

¯ Th, e Pre{erred Pl’o~Emm AIEernati~e wou]d lower salir,; .ty levels ~lt most locat]o*~ h3 the Delta and
in most wa~er .~ars as conpared to existing conditions.

’ The ~ffecu of the Prefex~d Pmgrm~a ,AItema~iv~ w~.re compared to bod~ d~e existing condkion
~md ,No Action Akem~five,. .TJ, lty are s.hTt~ar. However, the_h-npr0ve.ment in s’al~niD~

concentrafiqm..is n~re pronounced when the. comparison is rmde to the IX,’o Action A1tematiye.
Thif i~ because. ,.lnd.¢f fl~e No Action Aken.~afive wager qualit).’ will deteriorate relative to the

~ e condition and ~hus there is more room for improvement ~ salhaitv Igve].5. In other
s~the.water quality bene~tsLO[ the V~~fe~e~ V~O~d~ Altemati, e wil!.b~ more apparerlt it

it is b/-fi~20 years .h.¢ncq raffler ~han today.

The overall geographic variations in the improvements and Deltalocations where the ¢ha~es
were less than significant may be observed by comparing Table 5.3-8a with Table 5.3-4a. The
differences between the comparisons of average annual ECs for the Preferred Program
Alternative with average annual existing conditions, and annual ECs for the Preferred Progran

5.3-4/ ~
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